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ABSTRACT
Developmental networks enhance career success through the 
support received by the protégé via the network structure. This 
paper extends developmental network research by exploring 
the extent to which strain is associated with developmental 
network structure and support in the Australian mining 
industry, a highly volatile and unique context. Our research 
tests the popular notion of ‘the more support you get, 
the better’ which is in need of further exploration in the 
developmental networks literature particularly in specific 
work contexts with strain (vs. success variables) as outcomes. 
Results indicate that bigger, broader networks with more 
career, psychosocial and role modelling support are not 
always beneficial for protégés in this context. A smaller 
network with a broader range of developers is associated 
with reduced work–parenting strain, but not work–family 
strain. Increased career support reduced work–family strain, 
but this was not the case for increased psychosocial support 
and role modelling support. Further, gender moderated the 
relationship between psychosocial support and work–family 
strain possibly due to token group effects.
Professional workers must develop careers that extend beyond a single organi-
zational setting and reflect more boundaryless (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996) and 
protean (Hall, 2004) careers with interactions extending to multiple career com-
munities (Parker, Arthur, & Inkson, 2004) or social realms. A range of factors 
including employment in multiple organizations, transitory and varied organiza-
tional work locations, career breaks, and shifts across industries and sub-industries 
can create new career pathways (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996; Barney, 1991). It is pos-
sible that these new career pathways, which often require even more adaptability 
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from workers (e.g. ‘the 24/7 economy’; cf. Li et al., 2014), also create additional 
challenges for employees attempting to juggle work and family commitments, par-
ticularly for women who traditionally carry a greater burden of unpaid care work 
than men (Baxter & Hewitt, 2013; Bianchi, Robinson, & Milkie, 2006; Craig, 2012).
In this paper we examine how developmental networks assist women and men 
to navigate career trajectories in the challenging industry of Australian mining. 
To set our foundation, a developmental network is defined as the set of people a 
protégé names as taking an active interest in and action to advance the protégé’s 
career by providing developmental assistance (Higgins & Kram, 2001, p. 268). 
These networks seem particularly relevant due to their provisioning of psycho-
social, role modelling and career support in the Australian mining sector with 
its myriad of challenges related to growth, workforce diversity and remote work 
settings which have created associated HR challenges (Dickie & Dwyer, 2011). That 
said, the focal variables of this study, work–parenting and work–family strain, have 
not previously been used as outcome variables, despite developmental networks 
showing promising associations with many other subjective career success vari-
ables (see reviews by Chandler, Kram, & Yip, 2011; Dobrow, Chandler, Murphy, 
& Kram, 2012).
We make several contributions to previous research in the area. First we examine 
key sub-components of developmental networks, including network size, range and 
type of support offered, on two new career outcomes, here focused on strain versus 
the more typical success-oriented outcome variables. Second, we extend previous 
research by examining whether developmental networks assist women and men 
through their direct effect on the career outcome variables of work–family and work–
parenting strain with gender as a potential moderator. Third, while most previous 
studies have focused on North America, we add to the understanding of how context 
may shape these associations by analysing new data from Australia in the context 
of mining which is a very different industry context for developmental network 
research. According to a recent review by Chandler et al. (2011), most research 
in this area to date has primarily focused on samples of white collar employees 
including university staff (Kirchmeyer, 2005; Singh, Ragins, & Tharenou, 2009; van 
Emmerik, 2004), MBA graduates (Cummings & Higgins, 2006; Dobrow & Higgins, 
2005; Higgins, Chandler, & Kram, 2007; Higgins & Thomas, 2001), white collar 
workers (Bozionelos & Bozionelos, 2010), expatriates (Shen & Kram, 2011), lawyers 
(Higgins, 2001; Higgins & Kram, 2001) and baseball hall of famers (Cotton, Shen, 
& Livne-Tarandach, 2011). We set our study in Australia, focusing on a particularly 
volatile industry that has played a fundamental role in the Australian economy dur-
ing and in the aftermath of the recent global financial crisis (Allen, Kramadibrata, 
Powell, & Singh, 2012). Of particular importance is the influence that developmental 
networks may have for employees with family commitments (Venables, Beach, & 
Brereton, 2002) in this unique and challenging work setting, and one that although 
male-dominated, continues to make considerable efforts to increase its proportion 
of female workers (Carrington, Hogg, McIntosh, & Scott, 2012).
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One key focus in the paper is women and hence we have over-sampled this 
group. Despite considerable gains in levels of employment participation, women 
continue to face many challenges in achieving equal access to employment and 
career opportunities, particularly in traditionally male-dominated industries such 
as mining. Some of these challenges are due to persistent gender imbalances in 
unpaid care and work in which women continue to carry substantial burdens 
(Bianchi et al., 2006; Baxter & Hewitt, 2013). Not only do women’s unpaid work 
responsibilities hinder their access to employment and progression up career 
hierarchies, it is possible that women experience work–family strain and work–
parenting strain differently as they attempt to juggle competing demands of home 
and work in work contexts where a single gender tends to dominate. We are 
thus particularly concerned with assessing gender differences in the associations 
between developmental networks and our two strain outcomes.
Work–family strain and work–family balance are critical issues for employees, 
families and firms within the Australian mining industry (Lowry, Molloy, & Tan, 
2006). A range of policy options have been suggested and adopted to develop fam-
ily-friendly workplaces (Venables et al., 2002) though work–family issues persist 
and solutions remain elusive (McPhedran & De Leo, 2014). Within the broader 
literature, developmental network studies have consistently shown a variety of 
positive outcomes, though none has been set in non-traditional industries like 
mining, despite several scholars calling for more research that takes into account 
industry and a wider variety of country contexts (Baker & Lattuca, 2010; Higgins 
et al., 2007). This paper presents a primary investigation of the characteristics 
of developmental networks and the potential they may hold for these types of 
employees.
The mining industry epitomizes the business context of the new economy 
(Arthur & Rousseau, 1996), defined as being characteristically broad and varied. 
Mining exploits and processes a number of resources across remote and regional 
areas and is critically important to Australia’s export market and economy, con-
tributing 9.0% to Australia’s Gross Domestic Product in 2014 (Australian Bureau 
of Statistics [ABS], 2015). To remain competitive, it is essential that the industry 
adapts to globalization and ever-changing market demands, as mining is par-
ticularly vulnerable to innovation, scarcity, spikes in demand and price fluctu-
ations (Gunningham, 2008; Murray & Peetz, 2010b; Zheng, Rolfe, Di Milia, & 
Bretherton, 2007). Furthermore, the industry is characterized by boom and bust 
cycles that render job security unreliable resulting in the loss of experienced 
professionals and the fluctuating use of independent contractors, consultants and 
foreign skilled labour (Dickie & Dwyer, 2011; Venables et al., 2002). In this con-
text, work–family strain and work–parenting strain, which may drive voluntary 
turnover and reduce commitment, become a critical focus.
We focus on technical professionals within the industry who come from a 
range of disciplinary backgrounds and face career challenges (akin to those in 
similar domains), requiring them to keep abreast of new technologies, while 
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constantly developing new skills (Hall & Chandler, 2007; Whiting & de Janasz, 
2004). Job insecurity impacts heavily on recruitment and retention (Connolly 
& Orsmond, 2011) and employees frequently change organizations. Thus, rapid 
learning prompts individuals to engage with multiple others to obtain feedback 
and assistance, technical advice, and emotional support through mini-learning 
cycles throughout their careers (Hall & Chandler, 2007). These work constraints 
create an environment where gaining the support of others through relationships 
(Higgins, 2001) or developmental networks (Cotton et al., 2011; Higgins & Kram, 
2001) ‘is perhaps indispensable’ (van Emmerik, 2004, p. 578) to career success.
The benefits gained from the multiple relationships from which an individual 
(the protégé) derives support throughout their career (Higgins, 2001; Higgins 
& Kram, 2001; Kram, 1988) have constituted a major focus within the careers 
literature. Benefits attributed to such networks include both subjective (i.e. work 
satisfaction, job satisfaction, organisational commitment and career satisfaction) 
and objective (i.e. turnover and salary) outcomes for the protégé (see Higgins 
& Thomas, 2001; Kammeyer-Mueller & Judge, 2008; Murphy & Kram, 2010). 
However, whether developmental networks have an effect on employees’ work–
family strain and work–parenting strain remains unexplored (see Chandler et al., 
2011; Marcinkus, Whelan-Berry, & Gordon, 2007) despite such strains continuing 
to present major challenges to employees around the world, including in Australia 
(Kalliath & Kalliath, 2014) and in Australian mining, in particular (Deceglie, 
2015).
This paper reports on a survey of technical professionals in the Australian 
mining industry designed to investigate these issues. The study of developmental 
networks in this context becomes relevant because these networks provide pro-
tégés with career, psychosocial, and role modelling support (Higgins & Kram, 
2001). Furthermore, supervisor and social support have been found to help reduce 
work–family conflict (Kossek, Baltes, & Matthews, 2011) though, not yet demon-
strated in a developmental network context. We will now outline key features 
of the Australian labour market and mining industry before turning to relevant 
literature to develop hypotheses on the expected relationships between network 
structure and content, work–parenting strain, and work–family strain. We will 
then conclude by presenting results before discussing findings and implications.
The Australian mining industry
Mining industry employees work and live in diverse ways posing many challenges 
for workers and their families (Hutchings, De Cieri, & Shea, 2011). Examples 
include fly in/fly out (FIFO) or drive in/drive out arrangements involving exces-
sive and frequent travel to remote locations, uprooting and living in communities 
close to the site, working in city or regional corporate offices often distant from 
supervised workers, as well as working shifts or on rotating rosters with irregular 
hours (Deceglie, 2015). The boom and bust cycles in Australian mining add to 
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employment insecurity due to large fluctuations in employment experienced over 
short time periods (Dickie & Dwyer, 2011).
Balancing work and family commitments is not unique to the Australian mining 
context, but rather exemplifies an international problem particularly as it relates 
to engaging women in traditionally masculine industries. For example, Jorgenson 
(2000) found that women engineers in the United States actively hid family respon-
sibilities to avoid perceptions that they lacked commitment to work, despite exist-
ing family friendly policies, a finding similar to a study of female British civil 
engineers (Franzway, Sharp, Mills, & Gill, 2009). Those carrying a disproportionate 
amount of family responsibility face conflicting career decisions, with variability in 
work patterns strongly influenced by gender (Chudzikowski et al., 2009). Work–life 
balance issues, lack of time spent with their children and feeling like an ‘outsider’ 
when these workers do return to their families were key negative outcomes found 
among a sample of FIFO workers in Queensland (Torkington, Larkins, & Gupta, 
2011). Access to a range of relational career supporters such as those found in 
developmental networks may serve to enhance career mobility, career development 
and organizational commitment (Higgins & Thomas, 2001; Kammeyer-Mueller 
& Judge, 2008) in volatile industries, and may inform how employees can better 
manage the work–family interface to garner greater levels of career success.
The Australian mining industry, as in other countries, is heavily male domi-
nated, with women comprising 12.9% of the full- and part-time mining workforce 
in 2014 (ABS, 2014). Although employees from Australia’s public and private 
sectors report a similar level of satisfaction with family-friendly work policies 
(e.g. such as part-time employment, work flexibility and parental leave; ABS, 
2012), the unique characteristics of the mining industry mean that these policies 
are less likely to be offered. For example, over 75% of employees in the mining 
industry had no say in their start and finish hours of work (ABS, 2012) while 
working long hours, days and weeks away from their families (Deceglie, 2015). 
Women and men employed in the mining industry are thus likely to face greater 
levels of work–family and work–parenting strain compared to employees in other 
industries, and arguably the strain is likely to be experienced differently for women 
who traditionally assume more unpaid care duties. In this context, developmental 
networks that provide the right kinds of support may be particularly important 
in reducing work–family and work–parenting strain for women.
These volatile industry conditions thus present an opportunity to explore how 
the structure and content of the social capital provided through developmen-
tal networks affects work–family and work–parenting strain. Furthermore, the 
Australian mining industry represents a study setting responsive to calls for a 
greater variety of contextualized industry-based studies of developmental net-
works set in countries outside Western Europe and the United States (Chandler 
et al., 2011; Cotton et al., 2011). We will now focus on an overview of our out-
come variables, in addition to a review of theories underpinning developmental 
networks combined with relevant empirical findings leading to our hypotheses.
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Social capital theory
At a broad theoretical level, the support offered by developmental networks may 
be considered as a form of social capital although conceptually developmental 
networks have evolved as an extension of mentoring research (Higgins & Kram, 
2001). The term ‘social capital’ originated in sociological studies of city commu-
nities where strong personal relationships (or social capital; i.e. trust, collective 
action and cooperation) were drawn on as the basis for positive action (Jacobs, 
1961). Social capital has increasingly been adopted as a term to describe social 
networks within organizations. These networks link social capital and human 
capital (Coleman, 1988) and when these are combined may result in a ‘competi-
tive advantage’ for organizations (McCallum & O’Connell, 2009; Tsai & Ghoshal, 
1998).
Differing from human capital, where the focus is on an individual’s knowledge, 
skills and abilities, social capital is the value derived from collaborative and purpo-
sive action/behaviour that results in resource exchange on the basis of social rela-
tionships that are drawn on and utilized (Coleman, 1988; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). 
Further supporting the theoretical relevance of social capital theory (Coleman, 
1988, 1990) as a key basis underpinning development network research, are the 
practical benefits afforded to protégés such as intellectual capital, fulfilling knowl-
edge ‘gaps’ and receiving psychosocial support in novel environments (Nahapiet 
& Ghoshal, 1998; Shen & Kram, 2011; Shipilov & Danis, 2002).
Developmental networks
Considerable research has highlighted the shift in focus from dyadic mentor-pro-
tégé relationships (Kram, 1988; Levinson, 1978) to the broader value of a develop-
mental network in which several people (developers) provide a range of functions 
and differing levels of developmental support (Higgins & Kram, 2001; Higgins 
et al., 2007). Beginning in 2001, the term ‘developmental network’ was established 
to focus, in particular, on relationships defined by the focal person (or protégé) 
with individuals (developers) who take an interest and action to support the pro-
tégé’s personal and professional development (Higgins & Kram, 2001). This term 
distinguished a smaller set of developmental relationships from an individual’s 
potentially much larger social network (Higgins & Kram, 2001). Thus, while not 
comprising all of an individual’s interpersonal relationships (Baugh, Sullivan, & 
Molloy, 2005), developmental networks encompass the relationships that the indi-
vidual recognizes as important to his/her career success. The support received can 
come from any social realm or career community inside or outside the workplace 
(Cotton & Shen, 2013) and the closeness, intensity and support provided in the 
dyadic relationships in a developmental network can vary greatly (Cotton et al., 
2011). The structure and support content provided through developmental net-
works may then enhance career success, and also potentially reduce work/life 
conflict and strain (Murphy & Kram, 2010).
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Work–family conflict refers to the role strain, job stress, exhaustion, and family 
problems that individuals experience when juggling work and family commit-
ments (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p. 77). Pocock (2003) coined the interaction 
between work, gender relations, consumption, community and family as ‘the 
work/life’ collision. Her study took a holistic approach that demonstrated that 
changes to household patterns, family structure, workplaces and jobs, including 
women’s increased participation in the workforce, have brought significant social 
change with implications for individuals, families, organizations and communities. 
However, these changes have not been adequately addressed through cultural or 
institutional changes within the Australian mining industry (Venables et al., 2002) 
nor through HR practices (Dickie & Dwyer, 2011). Thus, workers may pursue 
strategies such as trying to present as an ‘ideal worker’ by hiding non-work com-
mitments to build their careers while conforming to society’s model of the ideal 
parent, spouse, family member and community member while enduring different 
types of strain (Kanter, 1977).
In this study, we examine strain (or energy depletion experienced by employees) 
in terms of work–family strain and work–parenting strain (cf. Cheung & Wong, 
2013). Work–family strain arises from increased pressure at work due to family 
responsibilities and obligations that inhibit enjoyment of work responsibilities. 
Work–parenting strain specifically relates to worries about children while at work 
and the effects of work on children. Further, it should be noted that work–family 
strain is not limited to employees with children (Pocock, 2003; Pocock, Skinner, 
& Williams, 2012) and work–parenting strain likely creates additional stressors 
beyond work–family strain as studies have shown that parents experience the 
longest working weeks when paid and unpaid work are combined (Craig, 2012; 
Sayer, England, Bittman, & Bianchi, 2009). Though neither of these strain meas-
ures has been used in developmental network research, both represent subjective 
career outcomes in which developmental support may be helpful by, for exam-
ple, providing protégés with access to knowledge about organizational history, 
role-models, concrete career advice and additional support that could reduce these 
strains (Baugh, Sullivan, Forret, & de Janasz, 2005). Having defined developmental 
networks and their basic characteristics as well as our outcome variables, we will 
now focus on the theoretical basis of our hypotheses (see Figure 1).
The most commonly measured developmental network structure variables are 
network size and network range. Developmental network size is the number of 
developers to whom the protégé attributes his or her career success (Shen, Cotton, 
& Kram, 2015). The more developers the protégé identifies, the greater the poten-
tial support that can be provided. Prior empirical studies have shown that devel-
opmental network size is positively related to job, work and career satisfaction 
(Higgins, 2001; Higgins & Thomas, 2001; van Emmerik, 2004), job performance 
(Kirchmeyer, 2005), career achievement (Cotton et al., 2011), intention to remain 
(Higgins & Thomas, 2001), rank (Kirchmeyer, 2005) and promotions (Higgins & 
Thomas, 2001). These findings generally support the ‘more you can get the better’ 
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approach to receiving developmental support (van Emmerik, 2004). Although 
no ideal network size has emerged, a protégé’s developmental network should 
include a combination of developers whom best allow the meeting of his or her 
personal or professional goals while incorporating more subjective considerations 
like learning style and time available for network maintenance (Higgins et al., 
2007; Shen et al., 2015). Taken together, we believe that it is likely that increased 
network size will tend to have a negative association with work/family strain, due 
to the potential for increased support for the protégé. Thus:
H1a: Network size negatively relates to work–family strain and work–parenting strain.
Developmental network range is the variety of social realms or career com-
munities from which developers originate (Cotton et al., 2011; Yip & Kram, 
2016). The greater the range, the more chance that developers will provide more 
and different information and support to the protégé (Dobrow et al., 2012). This 
matters because, for example, non-work developers have been found to provide 
more support overall than work developers (Murphy & Kram, 2010). Additionally, 
prior empirical studies have shown that developmental network range is positively 
related to job offers received (Higgins & Kram, 2001), intrinsic career success 
(van Emmerik, 2004), career and life satisfaction (Murphy & Kram, 2010), job 
performance (Kirchmeyer, 2005), career achievement (Cotton et al., 2011) and 
Work−Family 
Strain 
Work−Parenting 
Strain 
H1a -
H1b -
H2 -
H3 -
H4 -
Career 
Support 
Network Size 
&  
Network 
Range 
Psycho- Social 
Support 
Role 
Modeling 
Support 
Developmental 
Network 
Structure
Developmental 
Network Support 
Received
Figure 1.  a theoretical model of developmental network structure and network support on 
work–family and work–parenting strain.
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intention to remain (Higgins & Thomas, 2001). Those having greater network 
range also have a higher likelihood of changing careers (Higgins & Kram, 2001) 
making range a potential double-edged sword from the organization’s perspective. 
Additionally, in their recent review of developmental networks literature, Yip and 
Kram (2016, p. 9) concluded: ‘When developmental networks are low range, it is 
possible the focal individual [protégé] does not have access to thought provoking 
ideas that foster learning, risk taking and other growth-enhancing actions’. Thus:
H1b: Network range negatively relates to work–family strain and work–parenting strain.
In terms of support content, developmental networks have been found to pro-
vide psychosocial support, role modelling support (sometimes included under 
psychosocial support) and career support (Chandler et al., 2011). Psychosocial 
support is defined as ‘aspects of a [developmental] relationship that enhance senses 
of competence, identity, and effectiveness in a professional role’ (Cotton et al., 
2011, p. 28). Role modelling support is defined as the support received when a 
developer ‘serves as an object of admiration and sets a desirable example with 
which the protégé identifies’ (Pellegrini & Scandura, 2005, p. 324). Career sup-
port is defined as ‘aspects of a [developmental] relationship that enhance career 
advancement’ (Cotton et al., 2011, p. 28). More specifically, with few exceptions, 
researchers have found the career sub-functions and psychosocial sub-functions 
provided by mentors to be consistent with those provided by developers (Dobrow 
et al., 2012).
Psychosocial sub-functions include acceptance and confirmation, counselling, 
emotional support, friendship, personal feedback, role modelling and inspiration/
motivation (for definitions, see Cotton et al., 2011, p. 28). Psychosocial support 
tends to be provided when a developer is a friend who cares and shares in ways 
that extend beyond work and whom counsels the protégé on work and non-work 
matters (Cummings & Higgins, 2006; Yip & Kram, 2016). Psychosocial support 
is positively related to subjective career success (Bozionelos, 2006), work satisfac-
tion (Higgins, 2001), feelings of belongingness (Bozionelos, 2008) and optimism 
(Higgins, Dobrow, & Roloff, 2010). Personal social support is associated with 
work–family balance (Marcinkus et al., 2007) and those having supplementary, 
multi-layered psychosocial support have higher levels of career achievement 
(Cotton et al., 2011). Psychosocial support then may provide the protégé with 
assistance that is particularly helpful in finding satisfaction when facing chal-
lenging situations. Thus:
H2a: Psychosocial support negatively relates to work–family strain and work– parenting 
strain.
Given the traditionally male-dominated industry setting of our study (ABS, 
2014; Reeson, Measham, & Hosking, 2012) and differences in parenting and family 
roles by gender (cf. Chaplin, Cole, & Zahn-Waxler, 2005; Cinamon & Rich, 2002; 
Starrels, 1994; Wille, 1995), we also seek to explore the possibility that gender 
moderates the relationship between psychosocial support and both work–family 
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and work–parenting strain. More specifically, it is increasingly apparent that males 
and females may utilize social network resources differently (Raider & Burt, 1996; 
Thomas & Higgins, 1996; van Emmerik, 2004) and that gender likely has an effect 
particularly as it relates to subjective career success (cf. Ragins & Cotton, 1999; 
Scandura & Williams, 2001).
Gender differences are shaped by socialization experiences (cf. Addis & Mahalik, 
2003; Chaplin et al., 2005) that may make it more acceptable for women to readily 
share emotions (Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2002; Ogus, Greenglass, & Burke, 
1990) and to value more highly interpersonal relationships and social support 
(Greenglass, Fiksenbaum, & Burke, 1996; Umberson, Chen, House, Hopkins, 
& Slaten, 1996). This possibly enhances their willingness and ability to better 
utilize psychosocial support to reduce negative career outcomes (van Emmerik, 
2004). However, in relative terms, gendered behaviour has changed in a skewed 
group when the proportion of the sexes is in the order of 85–15%. The ‘token’ 
individuals or groups (here, women in Australian mining) will often display one 
or both of two dominant behaviours in response: (1) exaggerated self-reliance 
and/or (2) attempts to become socially invisible leading to isolation from others 
(Kanter, 1977). Both of these effects may lead to further negative outcomes for 
women seeking psychosocial support such that they may be humiliated, chastised 
and/or further isolated by displaying such gender stereotypical seeking behaviours 
(Kanter, 1977). Many other studies largely reinforce Kanter’s (1977, 1993) descrip-
tions of token women and reactions to them in the workplace. A recent interview 
study of women in Australian mining (Murray & Peetz, 2010a, p. 24) concluded, 
‘In order for them [Australian women mining workers] to successfully stand up 
… they need to manage public identities so that their gender is not seen as exclud-
ing them from the class and occupational identities of their male co-workers’. 
This leads to the conclusion that although women may be better able to leverage 
psychosocial support in developmental networks, as a token group, this desire/
need to connect and leverage psychosocial support may be either suppressed or 
intentionally avoided, leading to a greater negative effect than may have otherwise 
been anticipated. Thus:
H2b: Gender moderates the relationship between psychosocial support and work–
family strain and work–parenting strain in token groups such that the effect for women 
will be weaker.
Role modelling support is often a sub-function of psychosocial support though 
it is sometimes measured separately (see Pellegrini, Scandura, & Jayaraman, 2010; 
Scandura, 1992), as role modelling support has been shown to sometimes oper-
ate differently from other psychosocial support sub-functions (see Blake-Beard, 
O’Neill, & McGowan, 2007; Shen, 2010). For example, both Shen (2010) and 
Murphy and Kram (2010) have pointed out the benefits of having an ‘anti-role 
model’ or ‘negative role model’, respectively, as each can foster opposing, positive 
behaviours in the protégé. The essence of role modelling support then is in the 
example provided and these role models can be active or inactive (Cotton et al., 
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2011). Role models can have a positive effect on the protégé’s career behaviour, 
work ethic and values and can also have a potentially negative effect on the valuing 
of relationships as it relates to the work–life interface depending on the role model 
chosen (Murphy & Kram, 2010). Role modelling support may then provide the 
protégé with a variety of examples worthy of emulation (or intentional avoidance) 
that may be helpful especially in unique contexts and situations. Thus:
H3: Role modelling support negatively relates to work–family strain and work– 
parenting strain.
Career sub-functions provided by developmental networks include: career 
strategizing, challenging work/skill building assignments, coaching, exposure and 
visibility, job-related feedback, information sharing, protection and preservation, 
sponsorship and freedom and opportunity for skill development (for definitions, 
please see Cotton et al., 2011, p. 28). Career support tends to be provided when 
the developer offers the protégé opportunities to stretch professionally especially 
in highly visible situations in a way that often ‘open doors’ for the protégé’s career 
(Cummings & Higgins, 2006; Yip & Kram, 2016). Career support is positively 
related to compensation and promotion (Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004; 
Bozionelos, 2008), career-related self-efficacy and self-perceptions of career suc-
cess (Higgins, Dobrow, & Chandler, 2008) as well as intention to remain (Higgins 
& Thomas, 2001). Work–based career support has been positively associated with 
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, productivity and career accomplish-
ment as well as reduced absenteeism and improved recruitment and retention of 
staff (Marcinkus et al., 2007; Yasbek, 2004). Those having complementary forms of 
career support from their developers have shown higher levels of career achieve-
ment (Cotton et al., 2011) and having a greater range of developers providing 
career support can also lead to more job offers and a higher likelihood of changing 
careers (Higgins, 2001). Overall, career support then may provide the protégé with 
developmental counsel and opportunities leading to greater career success and 
better management of the work side of the work–life interface. Thus:
H4: Career support will be negatively related to work–family strain and work– 
parenting strain.
Methodology
Research context
Like other developmental network studies (cf. Bozionelos, 2006; Bozionelos & 
Wang, 2006) in unique contexts, it is important to describe the HR environment 
as it relates to the study setting. Like other countries in the GLOBE study Anglo 
cluster (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004), in Australia, informal 
and formal mentoring are generally thought to be effective means to foster one’s 
career success (Baruch, 2004). However, despite high dependence on and high 
growth in Australia’s resource sector (ABS, 2014), a skills shortage, employee 
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attraction and retention issues, lack of flexible workplace practices, and a lack of 
remote mining community services are all HR issues affecting employee support 
in Australian mining companies (Dickie & Dwyer, 2011).
Even during boom times, it is difficult to attract highly skilled employees to 
remote mining sites (Ednie, 2004) making strategic HR practices critical to organ-
izational performance in this sector (Zheng et al., 2007). Australian mining HR 
practitioners will likely need to foster career support that enables the passing of 
knowledge to younger workers (Dickie & Dwyer, 2011) while providing career 
management/planning that protects existing specialist workers (Wingfield, 2009). 
They should also enable psychosocial support and role modelling that helps cre-
ate a more vibrant and healthy workplace culture (Astor Levin, 2009) especially 
in light of the fatigue, loneliness, isolation, and family stress associated with the 
increasingly higher proportion of FIFO workers in Australia’s ‘boom and bust’ 
mining sector (Deceglie, 2014, 2015; Western Australia Parliament Education & 
Health Standing Committee, 2015). These characteristics make Australian mining 
an interesting setting for studying developmental network structure and support 
and its effect on work–family and work–parenting strain especially as remote 
parts of the world continue to generate increased attention from organizations 
(cf. Angeli & Jaiswal, 2015; Flora, Flora, & Gasteyer, 2015).
Analytic approach
The purpose of data analysis was to explore the relationships between the predic-
tors: developmental network range support provided (e.g. the number of different 
career communities of the developers), developmental network size (e.g. num-
ber of developers identified), developmental network support (e.g. psychosocial, 
role-modelling and career supports) and strain outcomes (e.g. work–family strain 
and work–parenting strain) and considering gender as a moderator of the relation-
ship between psychosocial support and the strain outcomes. Data were analysed 
using SPSS for Mac version 22. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was completed 
using varimax rotation to develop our understanding of the major scales utilized 
(e.g. work–family strain, work–parenting strain and developmental support), with 
strong loadings supporting our utility of items contained within the scales. Linear 
regression analyses were completed to explore the moderating effects of gender 
on the relationship between psychosocial support and our outcome variables (e.g. 
work–family and work–parenting strain), with controls (e.g. tenure at current 
workplace, highest qualification, and number of children) although the latter was 
only incorporated for the models exploring work–parenting strain. Statistically 
significant regression coefficients would suggest that predictors or controls within 
the model are associated with either work–parenting and/or work–family strain, 
and significant interaction terms for gender and psychosocial support would indi-
cate that the impacts of support types differ in their effects for men and women.
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Sample
Data were collected using snowball sampling through an on-line, self-report sur-
vey of men and women working in the Australian Mining Industry. The survey 
was distributed via newsletters and websites of several professional associations, 
including; The Centre for Social Responsibility in Mining website (N = 18); the 
Australian Institute of Mining and Metallurgy newsletter (AusIMM) (N = 183); 
the Australian Minerals and Mining Association website (N = 17); the Queensland 
Resources council newsletter (N = 48); the Mining Council of Australia web-
site (N = 23); Engineers Australia website (N = 15); the Australian Institute of 
Geoscientists website (N = 9); as well as via internal newsletters of the national and 
state based Women in Mining Networks (N = 372). The final sample comprised 
785 completed surveys (671 after excluding missing data) and thus represented a 
broad spectrum of responses from mining industry professionals. We are unable 
to calculate response rates for the survey as we do not know how many potential 
respondents received information about the survey via newsletters and websites, 
but chose not to participate.
The sample comprised 671 professionals aged 22–69. The majority of par-
ticipants (68%) were between 26 and 55 years of age (M = 37.82; SD = 10.84). 
The gender distribution was 187 (28%) men and 484 (72%) women enabling 
a primary focus on women but with sufficient men in our sample to enable 
gender comparisons. Of these, 48% held a tertiary degree. Fifty-two percent of 
participants were married, 21% were single and the remainder were divorced, 
separated or widowed. Fifty-three percent of participants had no children, 11% 
had one child, 22% had two children and 14% had three or more. The partici-
pants’ work arrangements varied with 87% employed permanent full-time, 10% 
with casual or contract work arrangements, 0.5% permanent part-time and 2.5% 
unreported. Sixty percent of the participants reported working for a mining 
company, 9% for an exploration company and 14% as consultants. The remaining 
17% were self-employed or contract workers. Participants reported working in 
several different mining commodity sectors: 31% in coal; 17% in iron ore; 6% 
in non-metallic minerals; 5% in oil and gas, and 41% in other metal ore mining. 
Forty-eight percent worked at a corporate site, 6% in exploration, 36% at an oper-
ational site and 10% unreported. The average tenure at their current workplace 
was 2.92 years (SD = 1.83).
Measures
Gender
Gender has been associated with career support (Higgins et al., 2008), network 
range (Higgins, 2001), work–family balance and work–parenting strain (Pocock, 
2003). In this study gender was coded 1 for female and 0 for male.
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Network size
Participants were asked to identify individuals who had provided them career 
support during the previous year. Due to survey length constraints, we could only 
ask respondents to name up to three developers. Consistent with other studies 
(see Cotton & Shen, 2013; Cummings & Higgins, 2006), the number of devel-
opers named constitutes the network size (M = 2.68, SD = .64). In our study this 
constraint meant that many participants registered larger networks.
Network range
Participants were also asked to indicate the nature of their relationship with 
each developer listed. Responses from these questions were used to calculate 
the range of the network for each participant by summing developers from 
distinct communities. The communities were adapted from Cotton et al. (2011) 
in line with the original work by Parker and her associates (Parker, 2000; Parker 
et al., 2004) and comprised company, virtual, occupational, industrial, project/
service, family, support, alumni/school and ideological members. Average net-
work range for this sample is M = 1.87 (SD = .67) (Range 1–3, 1 indicating a 
developer from one community and 3 indicating developers from 3 different 
communities).
Developmental support
was measured by the 10-item mentoring functions scale by Castro and Scandura 
(2004) which has also been used to measure developer support in other devel-
opmental networks studies (cf. Cotton, 2010; Cotton & Shen, 2013). The meth-
odology for gathering developmental network data was consistent with previous 
developmental network studies (see Cotton & Shen, 2013; Cummings & Higgins, 
2006) in using a name generator and survey scales to gather network information. 
The survey instructions to participants were to, 
Think about up to three people who have taken an active interest in your career devel-
opment and advancement. Think broadly, these may be people from your work or 
outside of work (i.e. family, community). Please indicate your level of agreement or 
disagreement with each statement about this person. Note – only mark responses for 
people who fit the criteria above – you are not required to mark answers for all three 
people.
In line with these past developmental network studies, respondents could identify 
developers from inside or outside the organization and from developers hierar-
chically above, equal to or below them. We accomplished these methodological 
goals by stating, ‘Please indicate the nature of your relationship to Person 1, Person 
2, and Person 3 from the question above (e.g. supervisor, partner, friend, work 
colleague)’. Respondents were then asked a series of questions about the nature 
of the relationship and their views about the kind of support received, including: 
‘He/she takes a personal interest in my career’, ‘I exchange confidences with him/
her’ and ‘I respect his /her ability to teach others’. Responses were measured on 
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a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree) 
with higher values indicating more support.
The original 10 items in this scale are listed in Table 1. An EFA was then per-
formed in which Item 10 did not load on any of the three sub-scales and thus 
was dropped from the analysis. Three remaining items for each scale loaded onto 
separate factors in the EFA and were averaged to create index measures for psy-
chosocial support (α = .83), role modelling (α = .74) and career support (α = .82).
Work–family and work–parenting strain
The work–life strain measures have been used extensively in several studies, 
including the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia Survey, 
a longitudinal Australia-wide research project conducted annually since 2001 
(e.g. Qu, Baxter, Weston, Moloney, & Hayes, 2012; Watson & Wooden, 2010). 
Items were measured on a four-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 
(strongly agree) and reverse coded with high ratings indicating high work–family 
or work–parenting strain. One 4-item scale measured the degree to which partic-
ipants experience work–family strain (M = 2.73, SD = .62, α = .76) and the other 
six-item scale measured work–parenting strain (M = 2.31, SD =  .43, α =  .62). 
Example items from the former scale include, ‘Because of my family responsi-
bilities, I have to turn down work activities or opportunities that I would prefer 
to take on’, and ‘Because of my family responsibilities, the time I spend working 
is less enjoyable and more pressured’. Example items from the latter include, ‘I 
worry about what goes on with my children while I’m at work’, and ‘My work has 
a positive effect on my children’.
EFA confirmed that all four work–family strain items loaded on a single fac-
tor with all loadings above .6 and thus falling within the ‘good’ loading range 
of between .55 and .63 (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). EFA 
of the six-item work–parenting strain scale loaded on two factors as originally 
theorized for this scale (see Table 2). More specifically, Table 2 shows the three 
items indicating downside work–parenting impacts to load together and the three 
Table 1. factor loadings for exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation of developmental 
support scale.
note: 1. The cut off for factor loadings was set at .55 as per convention (comrey & lee, 1992; Tabachnick & fidell, 
2013); 2. an additional item ‘I discuss my career prospects with him/her’ was dropped from the scale due to poor 
model fit.
Scale items Psychosocial support Role modelling Career support
I share personal problems with him/her .86 −.01 .19
I consider him/her to be a friend .81 .31 .01
I exchange confidences with him/her .81 .16 .25
I admire his/her ability to motivate others .11 .82 .27
I respect his/her ability to teach others .26 .81 .16
I try to model my behaviour after him/her .07 .77 .31
he/she helps me coordinate professional goals .01 .33 .79
he/she has devoted special time and 
 consideration to my career
.28 .29 .74
he/she takes a personal interest in my career .50 .16 .62
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items indicating reduced upside work–parenting impacts to load on a separate 
factor – a pattern consistent with other strain scales that focus both on increased 
downside effects and decreased upside effects (see Aneshensel & Stone, 1982; 
Brezina, 1996; Landsbergis, 1988; Wells-Parker, Miller, & Topping, 1990). Thus, 
all six work– parenting scale items were kept to retain the two-factor dimension-
ality of the scale.
Demographic control variables
Control variables were selected based on past studies from the developmental 
network and mentoring constellation literatures. Age was used as a control as it has 
been used in several developmental network studies (Bozionelos, 2003; Cummings 
& Higgins, 2006; Higgins, 2001; Murphy & Kram, 2010). Age was coded from 
one to five (1 = < 25 years, 2 = 26–35 years, 3 = 36–45 years, 4 = 46–55 years, 
5 = > 55 years). Tenure was included based on findings from previous studies 
of an association with levels of career support (Higgins et al., 2008). Tenure was 
coded from one to seven (1 = < 1 year, 1 = 1–2 years, 3 = 3–4 years, 4 = 5–6 years, 
5 = 7–8 years, 6 = 9–10 years, 7 = > 10 years). Level of qualification (here measured 
as educational attainment with 1 = high school certificate; 2 = technical and further 
education (TAFE) certificate/diploma, 3 = undergraduate university degree, and 
4 = postgraduate university degree) was included as a control as education level 
has been used in a number of developmental network studies (Bozionelos, 2003; 
Higgins, 2001; Murphy & Kram, 2010; Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001). Number 
of children (0 to 6+) was also included as a control variable for the work–parenting 
strain analysis as is typical of other research measuring work–parenting strain on 
parents versus non-parents (Qu et al., 2012; Watson & Wooden, 2010).
Results
In this section we present the results for each of our hypotheses. Table 3 displays 
the basic descriptive statistics and correlations for each of the key variables in our 
analyses. At the bivariate level these preliminary results show that our variables are 
correlated as we would expect. For example, all three measures of social support 
(psychosocial support, role modelling and career support) are positively correlated 
Table 2. exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation of work–parenting strain scale.
Scale items 
Decreased 
upside effect
Increased  
downside effect
my work has a positive effect on my children (r) .271 .602
Working helps me to better appreciate the time I spend with my children (r) −.115 .823
The fact that I am working makes me a better parent (r) .041 .792
I worry about what goes on with my children while I’m at work .774 −.063
Working leaves me with too little time or energy to be the kind of parent I 
want to be
.778 .242
Working causes me to miss out on some of the rewarding aspects of being 
a parent
.812 .024
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and statistically significant indicating that developmental networks that provide 
positive support in one of these domains are also likely to provide positive support 
in another. Further the measures of work–family strain and work–parenting strain 
are positively correlated indicating that respondents who experience strain in one 
area are also likely to experience strain in the other. Focal variables considered 
were all within ±1.96 standard deviations on measures of normality (e.g. skewness 
and kurtosis see Field, 2000, 2009).
Hypothesis testing
Multiple regression analysis was used to test the hypotheses, controlling for age, 
tenure, qualification and number of children (only for the work–parenting strain 
regression). Results are displayed in Table 4. For the two strain outcome variables, 
Model 1 includes only the control variables. Model 2 contains the control and 
gender variables. Model 3 contains the control, gender and network structure 
variables. Model 4 contains the control, gender, network structure and network 
support variables. Model 5 contains these three types of variables plus the psy-
chosocial support-strain gender moderator.
Effects on work–family strain
Model 1 control variables included, workplace tenure, level of qualification 
and age, the latter of which was ultimately removed as it was found to be non- 
significant in all models. Model 1 shows that level of qualification was associated 
with increased work–family strain (β = .07, p < .05). Tenure were not significantly 
associated with work–family strain. Model 2 showed that gender is associated 
with a significant reduction in work–family strain for females (β = −.16, p < .01). 
Model 3 tested network structure and support content on work–family strain and 
found no significant effects. Model 4 found that as hypothesized, career support 
approached significance in reducing strain (β = −.11, p < .075) while surprisingly, 
Table 3. means, standard deviations and bivariate correlations of predictor and outcome variables.
note: correlation significant at the p = .01**; p = .05*.
  M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. gender .73 (.45) –                    
2. age 37.82 (10.84) −.25** –                  
3. Tenure 2.92 (1.83) −.06 .27** –                
4. Qualification 3.20 (.81) −.04 .07 −.02 –              
5. network range 1.87 (.67) .06 −.08 −.03 −.01 –            
6. network size 2.68 (.64) −.04 −.05 .04 −.01 .47** –          
7. Psychosocial 
support
3.17 (.71) <−.01 −.06 −.05 −.01 .19** .06 –        
8. role modelling 3.05 (.65) .18** −.08 −.03 −.02 .02 .07 .35** –      
9. career support 3.05 (.62) .18** −.18** −.06 −.04 .07 .05 .49** .61** –    
10. Work–family 
strain
2.27 (.62) −.13** .09* .06 .07 −.03 .03 −.03 .04 −.05 –  
11. Work–Parenting 
strain
2.31 (.43) −.15* −.06 −.12* .01 −.10 .08 −.05 <.01 −.09 .52** –
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role modelling support was a significant predictor but actually associated with 
increased strain (β = .11, p < .05). Model 5 adds our hypothesized gender mod-
erator between psychosocial support and work–family strain (with gender added 
as a moderator for role modelling and career support added in order to test full 
model effects). As hypothesized, in a skewed group such as women in mining, 
the moderating effect of gender effect was weaker for females (β = .07, p < .05) 
(see Appendix A). Thus, these results show support for Hypotheses 2b, limited 
support for Hypothesis 4 and significant but opposite effects for Hypothesis 3.
Effects on work–parenting strain
Model 1 included our control variables as well as age, which was ultimately 
removed as it was found to be non-significant in all models. Model 1 shows that 
neither level of qualification nor number of children was significantly associated 
with work–parenting strain, however tenure at the workplace was associated with 
reduced work–parenting strain (β = −.03, p < .01). Model 2 for work–parenting 
strain tested control variables and gender showing that gender again is actually 
associated with a significant reduction in strain for females (β = −.16, p < .01). 
Model 3 tested the network structure variables and as hypothesized, network range 
approached significance in reducing work–parenting strain (β = −.10, p > .05). 
However, network size had a significant but opposite effect (β = .10, p < .05) and 
was associated with increased work–parenting strain. Model 4 tested network sup-
port content on work–parenting strain and found that none of the three network 
support variables was associated with reducing work–parenting strain. Model 
5 adds our hypothesized gender moderator between psychosocial support and 
work–family strain (with gender added as a moderator for role modelling and 
career support to test full model effects). For work–parenting strain, no particular 
gender effect was observed showing no indirect effects of gender on this outcome 
variable. Thus, these results show support for Hypotheses 1b (approaching signifi-
cance) with Hypothesis 1a significant but in the opposite direction. Ultimately, our 
results show that developmental network structure has more impact in reducing 
work–parenting strain while developmental network support has more impact 
in reducing work–family strain.
Discussion
As noted earlier our research contributes new insights into research on devel-
opmental networks. Broadly we respond to calls from developmental network 
scholars’ (see reviews by Chandler et al., 2011; Dobrow et al., 2012) for greater 
research contextualization and increased range of outcome variables. More spe-
cifically, we examine key sub-components of developmental networks, includ-
ing size, range and type of support offered on work–life strain outcomes while 
taking into account gender. The context for our research, the Australian mining 
industry, is characterized by extreme employment uncertainty, volatility and 
20   P. PARKER ET AL.
difficult work conditions (Venables et al., 2002; Deceglie, 2015). Thus, the study 
presents an example of a particular context potentially useful to generate novel 
insights that cannot be mapped by exploring middle-range settings and phe-
nomena (Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007; Yin, 2013) although we 
recognize that this is a single study in a single industry in need of replication to 
see if our findings are generalizable. The study also emphasizes the work–family 
interface through our focus on work–parenting and work–family strain and the 
potential ability of developmental network structure and support to have a direct 
effect on these deleterious outcomes. We believe that the combination of variables 
within this unique context contributes to the literature by extending research into 
a setting that holds interest for HR scholars and practitioners especially in sectors 
having an increasingly dispersed workforce working under difficult conditions 
especially where gender-skewed populations are the norm.
Work–parenting strain and work–family strain
We predicted that larger and broader developmental networks would reduce our 
two measures of strain. However, we found a significant result for work–parenting 
strain with regard to both range and size but neither was significant for work–
family strain. Work–parenting strain specifically relates to worries about children 
while at work and the effects of work on children (Qu et al., 2012). Increasing 
developmental network range not only exposes an individual to a greater diver-
sity of advice, counsel and friendship (de Janasz & Sullivan, 2004), but also may 
indicate the leveraging of developers who can assist more directly with parental 
responsibilities and childcare. This finding aligns with past studies that have shown 
increased range to have positive results for subjective career outcomes (Cotton 
et al., 2011; Dobrow et al., 2012). Despite a belief that broader networks may 
provide more support, they can also be harder to resource and maintain (Higgins 
et al., 2007), which may help to explain why we did not have a significant effect 
for work–family strain indicating that not all social capital is good social capital. 
Furthermore, a larger network may increase role conflict due to differing advice 
and expectations (Higgins et al., 2007) ultimately undermining the overall network 
effectiveness (Baugh & Scandura, 1999) and perhaps helping to illustrate why a 
larger network actually increased work–parenting strain. A possible explanation 
is that this strain is generated within a relatively closed system of family and work, 
and therefore not affected greatly by network size beyond these two domains.
Work–family strain stems from increased pressure at work because of family 
responsibilities and obligations, which inhibits enjoyment of work responsibilities 
(Qu et al., 2012). Increased developmental network size and range had no signifi-
cant effect on reducing work–family strain perhaps because developer similarity 
may be as useful to some respondents as diversity is to others, the former because 
the strains and potential solutions are more specialized and the latter because 
developers from other social realms may offer unique insights not readily available 
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through a highly similar network. Additionally, network size may not matter to 
this type of strain if the right type of developer is not readily available to provide 
the support the protégé most needs (Cotton et al., 2011).
Results were also mixed for Hypotheses 2a, 2b, 3 and 4 relating to the direct 
effects of psychosocial, role modelling and career support on reducing strain as 
well as for gender as a moderator between psychosocial support and our outcome 
variables. Increased role modelling support was associated with increased work–
family strain perhaps because readily available role models were not only ineffec-
tive but detrimental for these protégés. Psychosocial support had no significant 
effect on work–family strain although career support did. We believe the positive 
effect of career support may allow protégés to receive career strategizing, coaching, 
and sponsorship and other career support that allows the work side of the equation 
to be better managed when it comes to this particular strain. Additionally, gender 
was found to be a moderator for the relationship between psychosocial support 
and work–family strain with the effect for females being weaker as hypothesized. 
This effect may be attributable to the reduced impact of psychosocial support for 
females in a male-dominated industry as being female in such a skewed group 
may lead to overreliance on self, feeling compelled to downplay personal chal-
lenges and/or avoidance of gender stereotypical behaviours (Kanter, 1977, 1993) 
such as help seeking for emotional support and counselling, which are both key 
psychosocial support sub-functions (Cotton et al., 2011). This weakening effect for 
females for psychosocial support on work–family strain could partly be because 
work–family strain may be more prevalent and more salient for a greater portion 
of the workforce making help-seeking for psychosocial support more noticeable 
to others than for work–parenting strain.
Work–parenting strain was not significantly affected by increased support from 
any of the developmental network support categories nor moderated by gender. 
This may suggest that reducing the effect of this strain requires focusing more on 
network structure, in particular increasing range and reducing network size, an 
interesting paradox not found in other developmental network studies. Perhaps, 
at least for these respondents, the difficulty in maintaining and enhancing a larger 
network was simply not realistic but better targeting a smaller group of developers 
in which diversity of opinion was paramount would have a more direct impact on 
work–parenting strain. Work–parenting strain may be more particularized based 
on family structure and particular relationship and age-based nuances making 
having the right ‘board of advisors’ (Shen et al., 2015) of greater importance than 
having particular kinds of support readily available.
Theoretical and practical implications
Although our study represents a unique national, industry and occupational set-
ting for developmental network research, it is important to recognize that the dif-
ferences in our findings from previous developmental network studies nonetheless 
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may not be attributable to these differences alone. It should be noted that effect 
sizes were very modest which suggests that additional factors may be at play that 
were not captured within the considered variables. Future studies may consider 
including variables measuring household income, domestic divisions of labour, 
attitudes to work and family and childcare arrangements. With the exception of 
number of children, our study focuses almost entirely on individual and work-
place characteristics. But it is likely that variations in strain levels are also due to 
a range of additional household and individual characteristics, measures that are 
unfortunately not available in our data.
That said, our results demonstrate that different types of social capital provided 
through developmental networks actually have differing impacts on work–family 
strain and work–parenting strain and may be affected by gender as a moderator. 
Our research adds nuance to discussions of the suitable developmental network 
support to effect positive outcomes for protégés, as the appropriate network may 
differ in size, range and types of support useful in directly affecting work–life 
strain. Designing and conducting further research that provides deeper under-
standing of the causes of these strains is thus warranted.
Our research responds to Cunningham’s (2011) call for further contextually 
based research to provide positive strategies in situ. We also believe that career 
decisions made within the same context or industry may not necessarily be eas-
ily transferable to other settings. The practical implication is that those working 
in the mining industry, and like industries posing similar work–life challenges, 
may want to consider more explicitly which type of work–life strain they are fac-
ing, how important alleviating that strain is as compared to other career success 
outcomes they are trying to achieve and consequently, actions they may want to 
take to proactively expand or narrow the size and range of their network and the 
kinds of support they receive. For example, career support may help reduce work–
life strains associated with extreme working conditions while having developers 
outside of work may provide different perspectives (Dobrow et al., 2012) and 
perhaps greater relationship stability and increased support (Murphy & Kram, 
2010), especially if that range expands to include family members, close friends 
and former work colleagues (Shen et al., 2015).
Our research also supports the call for improvements in research  terminology 
(Kossek et al., 2011) as well. The differentiated findings relating to work– family 
and work–parenting strain indicate the importance of not collapsing related 
yet distinct causes of strain. For example, career support was associated with 
reduced work–family strain but not work–parenting strain. Perhaps career 
 support can help protégés to better manage the work side of the work–family 
interface. However, career support may be less able to provide additional balance 
for  protégés’  parenting demands as these domains tend to be much more highly 
personal (Bass, Butler, Grzywacz, & Linney, 2009). In this case, helping the pro-
tégé to build the right kind of network may be more important that focusing on 
specific kinds of support.
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We also believe that additional focus on unique populations, including women 
in skewed groups as part of a male-dominated industry (Kanter, 1977, 1993), adds 
value and greater understanding of broadly labelled work–family phenomenon 
(Agars & French, 2011). One outcome may be that industry programmes for pro-
tégés require more detailed consideration of a range of support needs and policy 
solutions including consideration of gender both in perception of strains and in 
the dynamics affecting protégé willingness to seek support to alleviate such strains.
As noted in other developmental network studies of unique populations 
(Bozionelos, 2006; Bozionelos & Wang, 2006), cultural differences may be impor-
tant to consider when extrapolating findings and HR policy implications may 
also differ based on institutional and cultural norms. That said, one option might 
be for human resource practitioners to consider the impact of alternative HR 
policies that relate to work–parenting strain, in particular, more directly and 
completely within their particular work setting. For example, given the value 
of career support in reducing work–family strain, perhaps being able to create 
a community of practice of supporters within and outside work who have suc-
cessfully dealt with the work side of this strain in the past may provide a larger 
latent network that could be activated when necessary, adding network range 
but not necessarily size.
Additionally, HR departments exploring the needs of parents in greater detail 
within the Australian mining sector could be a good step. Perhaps consistent 
relocation of children and spouses along with suitable educational opportunities 
and childcare options for the family could be alternatives that reduce some of the 
work–parenting strain felt by these workers (Dickie & Dwyer, 2011). Lastly, from 
an HR standpoint, helping workers to be aware of their career success goals and 
work–life challenges while helping them to identify potential developers capable 
of providing the support they need through their developmental network could 
also be quite useful (Shen et al., 2015). Relatively few companies systematically 
use developmental network assessments as part of their learning and development 
repertoire though several assessment tools are available (see Shen et al., 2015). 
Increased use of these assessments will raise awareness of developmental network 
structure and support content considerations to potentially help employees to 
better achieve the career success they desire along with reducing the strains that 
affect them the most.
Limitations
The study included a large number of Australian mining industry respondents 
allowing us to explore the contextual effects on developmental networks for the 
strain variables for this sample. However, the single industry setting – although 
representative of characteristic conditions related to work in the twenty-first 
century in a high strain, dynamic, volatile and changeable work setting – limits 
the generalizability of our findings. Our sample was also largely female and a 
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composite sample of mining industry participants making it difficult to ascertain 
its representativeness. The research was cross-sectional and necessarily retrospec-
tive given the nature of gathering egocentric network data. Due to survey length 
constraints, we also could not ask respondents for more than three developers in 
their network, which limited network size as well as variance possibly impacting 
hypothesis testing for this variable. Extending the maximum of potential devel-
opers could allow for a broader and richer understanding of the size, range and 
diversity of developmental networks in this industry. The use of self-report data is 
another limitation of egocentric network studies thus, gathering input from both 
parties in each developer-protégé dyad would also be useful in ascertaining clarity 
regarding the support provided and the support received. Lastly, although this 
study was set in a unique context, our effect sizes are on the low end, prompting 
the need for further research to determine other independent variables affecting 
these strain variables.
Future research
This study extends social capital and developmental network research through 
using work–life strain outcome variables and by contextualizing the setting within 
the Australian mining industry, a volatile and dynamic context that is very dif-
ferent from previous developmental network studies. The study is one of the few 
developmental network studies to explore the potential effects of gender as a 
moderator (for exception, see van Emmerik, 2004). Replication in other industry 
settings thus is important to extending generalizability. The cross-sectional aspect 
of the study should also be supplemented with longitudinal testing to further 
investigate the direction of the relationships between the variables. For example, 
decreases in work–parenting strain could lead to increases in developmental net-
work range rather than the reverse as hypothesized here.
This research could benefit from an additional, related qualitative study to better 
understand both the mechanisms driving relationships among the variables and 
best practice research to determine what HR practices can help reduce each of 
these strains. Interviews of both developers and protégés, and in situ observation 
of ‘how, when, and why people create certain constellations of relationships’ (Kahn, 
2007, p. 202) would also be helpful. As developmental networks comprise multi-
ple combinations of dyadic relationships, exploring comparatively more optimal 
combinations of developer types to reduce strain may also be valuable avenues for 
future research. Also beneficial would be research that incorporates the perspec-
tive of both protégés and developers in terms of support provided and support 
received. To address strain in such a dynamic industry calls for research on several 
fronts: human capital, social capital, as well as HR practice studies to identify a 
multi-pronged approach to dealing with these forms of strain.
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Conclusion
Our study has achieved its primary objectives: to explore developmental networks 
within an industry characterized by high strain and changeable conditions; to 
explore developmental network outcome variables not studied previously; and to 
highlight the value of studying work–family and work–parenting strain variables 
in developmental networks research in addition to exploring gender moderation 
on such strains. We conclude that nothing is to be taken for granted. The range 
and type of developmental support have differentiated associations with differ-
ent forms of work–life strain providing evidence that social capital is neither 
universally good nor universally effective. We report the research findings as a 
unique study in a contextualized setting providing an opening foray for further 
research with new variables and contextualized industries in the developmental 
networks domain.
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Figure 1A. moderating effects of gender on the relationship between psychosocial support and 
work–family strain.
